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1   Introduction 
Iran as a developing country faces many considerable shortages of both physical learning 
environment and inefficient budget to resolve this shortage. Today, Iran needs a $28 billion budget 
to add 23,000 schools to the existing 120,000 schools to be able to omit two shifts schools [1], [2]. 
Moreover, the standard learning space is 6-8 square meter per student, while this rate for big cities 
in Iran is about one square meter per student [1]. This decrease the time students spend in 
schools. In addition, the education approach in k-12 and higher education is still teacher-centered 
based and needs to be contemporized with educational, cultural, and technological changes. 
2   Background 
Schools have shifted from a traditional approach which was based on a division of subjects for 
teaching, increasing quantities of student information, and assessment of knowledge, to a new 
focus on critical thinking and assessing qualitative meaning [3]. Today, learning settings are 
decreasingly formally timetabled and classroom-based and increasingly collaborative and peer to 
peer socially oriented [4].  
     Learning can be considered as both an individual and social process which complements each 
other in the blended approach [5]. Blended learning tends to be informal, experience focused, and 
based on knowledge sharing, rather than formal, content focused, and traditional [6]. The aim of 
blended learning is to enhance learning by allocating appropriate learning activities that 
simultaneously optimize the benefits and minimize the limitations of both worlds.  
     Face-to-face learning environments benefit from the strength of developing social presence 
while suffering from limited time, lack of depth discussion, and the participation of all members [7]. 
Comparably, time and place flexibility, opportunity for participation of all learners, and deeper 
reflection are dominant strengths of web-based learning [7]. Web-based learning has shifted the 
learning environment to a more social, flexible and personal space [8]. 
     There is increasing support today for the constructivist approach in learning and teaching in 
responding to the changes and challenges; an approach that is particularly suitable for 
architectural education and design studio pedagogy. Therefore, if a model is able to respond to the 
problems in design education, it will be applicable in many other fields of education. 
3 Method 
Presuming that there is a continuing need for on-campus face-to-face interaction, what would a 
blended learning model look like? This research responds to this need for a comprehensive study 
of the studio environment by adopting Grounded Theory methodology in a qualitative comparative 
way [9]. It explores the limitations and benefits of a face-to-face design studio and virtual design 
studio as experienced by architecture students and educators at an Australian university in order to 
better understand the potential of a blended environment to maximize learning [9].  
4   Results  
The main outcome is a holistic multidimensional blended learning model that, through the various 
modalities, provides adaptive capacity in a range of settings [9]. These dimensions support 
scheduled and community-paced learning, informal and formal learning, group and individual 
learning activities, and different types of interaction such as one-to-one, one-to-many and many-to-
many. This model facilitates learning through self-determination, self-management, and the 
personalization of the learning environment. Therefore, this model is likely to support constructivist 
learning and address some of the requirements in the learning process which result in increasing 
students’ experience and satisfaction. Both f2f and web-based learning settings should be 
considered as the main and mandatory components of this blended model. This model balances 
and blends the benefits and limitations of the two components in a complementary relationship.      
5   Conclusion 
This study responds to the demand for more flexible learning environments. The blended 
approaches can better respond to equal learning opportunity for everybody from anywhere during 
anytime through virtual environment. Furthermore, the virtual component of the blended model can 
meet the needs of learning spaces. More research is required to examine the appropriate blended 
learning models in K-12 in different contexts.  
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